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HEAD START GRADUATES: ONE YEAR LATER

Susan G. Nummedal and Carolyn Stern

University of California, Los Angeles

With the proliferation of compensatory preschool programs during the

past decade has come the need to evaluate both the immediate and long-range

effects of such programs. As the recent controversies over evaluation re-

sults attest (e.g., Hechinger, 1969; Jensen, 1969), interpretations of

these results yield considerable disagreement as to the nature of the immedi-

ate or extended impact of these programs. This is in large part due t(, the

fact that Had Start is not a uhitary program but rather varies from agency

to agency in terms of variables such as teacher preparation, program orien-

tation, parental participati:in, and student characteristics, thus making

assessment and interpretation a most complex task. Too often studies have

been conducted when only a post hoc design could be employed, owing to

the fact that by the time the evaluation was designed, the independent

treatment variables had already been manipulated and their identification,

along with the collection of appropriate dependent measures over the inter-

vention period, had not been accomplished (e.g., Westinghouse Report, 1969).

Of necessity, these studies have been unable to determine the effects of

program, student, and teacher variables, and have therefore reported "no

differen. ." findings which result in large part from su:h insensitive ana-

lyses. Thus, these is a continuinfo need for the kinds of evaluations

which are able to identify and reliably measure the critical treatment vari-

ables, and meaningfully relate these variables to immediate and long-term

changes in children resulting from compensatory educational experiences.

In response to this need to determine the continuing impact of Head

Start experience, several of the national Head Start E & R Cente:s agreed
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to follow -up graduates of the 1967-68 Full Year Head Start (FYHS) program

after one year of primary school instruction. Because the orientation of

Head Start varies with the agencies administering the programs, the UCLA

E & R Center conducted a follow-up study comparing (1) the behavior of

children who had FYHS experience under different types of agencies, and

(2) within each agency, where possible, the behavior of children who did

and did not have FYHS experience.

Sample

The agencies selected were (a) a Community Action Program (CAP), (b)

two Local Educational Agency programs (LEA-1 and LEA-2), and (c) a pro-

gran on an Indian Reservation (tR). All children who had attended 1967-68

FYHS under each of these agencies and who were concluding their first year

of primary school education in the same geographical location in the spring

of 1969 were included in the follow-up sample. There were 22 CAP, 16

LEA -1, 20 LEA-2, and 44 IR children io the FYHS sample. In addition, 1968-

69 classmates of the FYHS children who had had no previous HS experience

were Selected as the Non-Head Start (Non-HS) comparison group. These in-

*
cluded 22 CAP, 12 LEA-1, and 5 IR children. In the spring of 1969, the

CAP and LEA children were completing kindergarten and the IR children were

completing the first grade, their FYHS experience having occurred during

kindergarten.

The mean ages and standard deviations of the sample of FYHS and com-

parison children within each agency are presented in Table 1.

As might be expected, the ethnicity of over 90% of the IR children

was American Indian and this percentage was comparable for both the FYHS

*
There were no LEA-2 classmates of FYHS children who met the criteria for
tht comparison sample

3
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Table 1. Mean Ages and Standard Deviations° of FYHS and Non-HS Children

within the IR, CAP, and LEA Agencies.

FYHS NON-HS

MEAN STANDARD MEAN STANDARD
AGENCY N AGE DEVIATION N AGE DEVIATION

IR 44 6.78 .30 5 6.82 .44

CAP 26 5.74 .27 22 5.83 .29

LEA-1 16 5.74 .31 12 5.97 .21

LEA-2 20 6.04 .29

a
Mean Ages and Standard Deviations are given in years.

and Non-HS IR groups. Within the CAP and LEA Agencies the greatest per-

centage of the children were Mexican-American (Table 2). However a compari-

son of FYHS and Non-HS CAP children reveals that while approximately 40%

of the children in each group were Mexican-American, there was a greater

percentage of Black children in the FYHS than Non -NS group (i.e., 50% vs.

18.18%) while the Non-HS group had a greater percentage of Anglo children

than the FYHS group (i.e., 36.36% vs. 3.85%). Within LEA-1 there was a

substantial percentage of Anglo children in the Non-HS group (41.67%)

which was not matched in the FYHS group (0.00%). Thus the ethnicity of

the IR FYHS and Non-HS groups was comparable whereas FYHS and Non-HS CAP

and LEA-1 children did differ in ethnic background.

Within each of the FYHS and Non-HS groups, at least 6O of the chil-

dren came from homes in which both fathers and mothers were present

(Table 3).

The occupational and educational levels of fathers and mothers of

EMS and Non-HS children are presented in Tables 4 and 5. The majority of

4
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Table 2. Percentage of FYHS and Non-HS Children within IR, CAP, and LE,',
Agencies with Differing Ethnic Backgrounds

Agency

ETHNIC BACKGROUND

N Black
Mexican
American Anglo

American
Indian Mixed

FYHS 44 90.91 9.09
IR NON-HS 5 100.00 --

TOTAL 49 91.84 8.16

FYHS 26 50.00 46.15 3.85 --

CAP NON-HS 22 18.18 40.91 36.35 4.55

TOTAL 48 35.42 43.75 18.75 2.08

FYHS 16 12.50 81.25 6.2

LEA-1 NON-HS 12 41.67 41.67 I6.6L

TOTAL 28 7.14 64.29 17.86 10.7.

LEA-2 FYHS 20 75.00 20.00 b.0



Table 3. Percentage of FYHS and Non-HS Children within IR, CAP, and LEA
Agencies with Differing Family Structures.

Agency

FAMILY STRUCTURES

N

Father &
Mother

Mother
Only

Guardian
Only

Other
Adult

FHYS 44 75.00 15.91 2.27 6.82

IR NON-HS 5 6C.00 20.00 20.00 --

TOTAL 49 73 "(7 16.33 4.08 6.'2

FYHS 25 76.00 24.nn
CAP NON-HS 22 72.73 27.27

TOTAL 47 74.47 25.53

FYHS 15 60.00 40.00

LEA-1 NON-HS 12 91.67 -- 8.33.

TOTAL 27 74.07 22.22 3.71

LEA-2 FYHS 19 73.68 26.32

G
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parents of FYHS and Non-HS children within each agency had less than a

high school education. The modal occupational level for fathers was

unskilled work, while for mothers no employment was the rule.

Procedure

The follow-up test battery consisted of four instruments:

1 Wechsler Preschool and Primury Scale of Intelligence (WPP.)I)

or, in the case of the older IR chfldren, the Wechsler Intelli-

gence Scale for Children (WISC), both of which assess intellec-

tual functioning;

2 Factors Affecting Test Performance (FATP), a rating scale of

the child's behavior with relation to test items and the examiner,

which was completed following administration of the WP-I-SI or WISC;

3 Birch-Hertzig Response Style Scoring Procedure (BHRS), adapted for

use with the WPPSI and WISC and a measure of the child's response

style to each test item in terms of work-nonwork and verbal-

nonverbal dimensions; and

4. Gumpgookies, a test of the child's achievement motivation.

To assess the child's educational environment, data was gathered on

the characteristics of the teacher, the school, and the classroom.

Longitudinal Assessment. For those children having 1967-68 FYHS

experience under CAP and LEA agencies, measures of intellectual function-

ing and content of the FYHS program were available for longitudinal ana-

lyses. The Stanford-Binet was administered to these children in the fall

of 1967 and again in the Spring of 1968, thus providing a measure of pre-

post FYHS intellectual functioning. In addition, five sets of classroom

observations were made during FYHS 1967-68, using the UCLA Observation of

Substantive Curricular Interactions (OSCI). The OSCI is a time-sample

8
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p.ocedure which assesses the content of learning environments in terms of

four factors: (1) cognitive-low structure activities, (2) routines and

rules, (3) cognitive -hioh structure activities, and (4) child-centered-

unstructured activities.

Results

ClassrooR.Characteristics

For each class in which YHS and Non-HS children were enrolled dur-

ing the 1968-69 school year, a Classroom Characteristics Form was completed

by the teacher. The total IR sample was enrolled in 14 classes, the CAP

:,ample in 14, the LEA-1 sample in 12, and the LEA-2 sample in 6. Although

in several instances one teacher taught more than one class (e.g., a

morning and an afternoon kindergarten class), for each agency, all the

classes in which the sample children were enrolled were used in the ana-

lysis of the educational environmenv of the children.

Two particular pieces of information on the Classroom Characteristics

Form served to construct a picture of the educational environment of the

children during their first ye-.r of primary school education. Each

teacher was asked to choose from a list of fourteen the three items, or

program foci, which best characterized her education program. Table 6

lists the 14 items and, for each agency, the frequency with which each

item was selected. For each frequency, the percentage based on the total

number of teachers' choices was calculated.

Selection of items 2, 9, 13, and 14 reflected a social=emojzional

adjustment emphasis, whereas items 6, 8, 10, 11, and 12 indicated an

academically-oriented If-0gram. Summi,r1 across the first group of items

shows that the percentage of social - emotional program emphasis was 52.3E

9
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Table 6. Program Focus of Follow-Up Classes within IR, CAP, LEA -t, and

LEA-2 Agenciesa.

Program Focus

IR CAP LEA-1 LEA-2

N % N % N % N %

1 Parent centered 2 4.76 6 14.29 7 19.44 2 11.11

2 Child cantered
3 Family centered
4 Teacher centered
5 Material centered 1 2.78

6 Task-Oriented 1 2.38 2 4.76 . 2 11.11

7 Mental health-oriented
8 Language oriented 5 11.90 8 19.05 2 5.56

9 Social-experience criented 3 '.14 4.76 8 22.22 4 22.22
10 Concept-oriented 2 4.76 4 9.52 2 5.56

11 Academically-orien;.ed 3 7.14 4 9.52 2 5.55

12 Reading-oriented 9 21.43
13 Self-concept-oriented .10 23.81 10 23.81 3 8.33 6 33.33

14 The "whole child" oriented 7 16.67 6 14.29 11 30.55 4 22.22

Total Number of Choices 42 42 36 18

Total Number of Clnsses 14 14 12 6

a
Three ,...)gram foci were chosen for each class.

11
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for the IR group, 57.15% for the CAP group, 80.54% for the LEA-1 group,

and 8E.88% for the LEA-2 group. A similar calculation for the second

group of items showed an academic focus of 47.61% for the IR program,

42.85% for the CAP program, 16.68% for the LEA-1 program, and 11.11%

for the LEA-2 program. In general, the educational programs for all

the agencies emphasized the social-emotional development of the child.

However, more than 80% of the total program for the LEA-1 and LEA-2

classes focused on the social - emotional adjustment of the child with

virtually no academic emphasis, while the IR and CAP classes devote_

more than 40% of their total program to academically-oriented activities.

For each class, teachers were also asked to select from a list of 38

educational goals the five that best described their educational program.

The form specified only 38 goals but the teachers were invited to list

additional goals where they let it necessary. Table 7 lists these goats

plus four goals generated by the teachers and, for each agency, the fre-

quencies with which each goal was selected. For each frequency in the

table the percentage based on the total number of teacher:' choices was

also calculated.

Inspection of the list of goals indicated that 12 reflected an aca-

demic orientation. These are goals 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 22, 26, 29, and

38 through 41. For each agency, adding the percentages corresponding to

these items revealed that academic goals comprised 37.15% of the IR

program, 29.40% of the CAP program, 19.99% of the LEA-1 program, and

11.34% of the LEA-2 program.

This data combined with those on program foci indicated thal: the

IR and CAP groups spent their first year of primary schooling in educa-

tional environments which emphasized academic skills and activities

11
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related to their cognitive development. In marked contrast, the programs

for the LEA-1 and LEA-2 children placed major emphasis on the social-emo-

tional adjustment of the child. These would seem to be important differ-

ences influencing the growth of the child during his first primary school

year.

WPPSI and WISC

The results of the individual intelligence testing for the FYHS and

Non-HS groups are presented in Table 8. The mean IO for the total FYHS

group was 90.07 and the mean IQ for the total Non-HS group was 91.08,

indicating no difference between the two groups.

Three one-way analyses of variance on differences between the FYHS,

IR, CAP, LEA-1, and LEA-2 mean (1) Verbal, (2) Performance, and (3) Full

Scale IQ Scores revealed significant difference; among the four groups on

all three scores (Table 9). For each of the three IQ scores, Newman-

Keuls tests of differences between all pOrs of means were conducted.

These tests indicated that (1) the IR group obtained a significantly

higher Verbal IQ than the LEA-1 (p<.05) and LEA-2 (p<01)groups; and (2)

the !R group had significantly higher Performance and Full Scale IQ

scores than each of the other three groups (p<01).

Within each agency, comparisons between FYHS and Non-HS groups were

made. No differences in intellectual functioning between the FYHS and

Non-HS children in tie 7k and LEA-1 groups were found. However, the CAP

Non-HS children achieved a significantly higher Full Scale IQ (t =2.11,

p=.04) and Performance IQ (t=2.20, p=.03) than the FYHS children.

Birch-Hertzig Response Style

The Birch-Hertzig Response Style (BHRS) was used as a measure of

children's response style during the WPPSI testing. On each test item,
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Table 9. Summary of Analyses of Variance for FYHS IR, CAP, LEA-1, and
LEA-2 (1) Verbal, (2) Performance, and (3) Full Scale IQ Scores.

(1) Verbal IQ Scores

Sum of Mean

Source of Variance d f Squares Square F

Between Groups 3 3576.87 1192.29

Within Groups 100 16038.91 160.39

Total 103 19615.79

(2) Performance IQ Scores

7.43 p.01

Sum of Mean

Source of Variance d f Squares Square F

F4tween Groups 3 5197.30 1732.43
Within Groups 100 16058.20 160.58

Total 103 21255.50

(3) Full Scale IQ Scores

10.79 p<.01

Sum of Mean

Source of Variance d f 59LqrV 5suare F

Between Groups 3 4939.00 1646.33

Within Groups 100 14425.51 144.26

Total 103 19364.51
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the child was scored as (1) either wrking or not working at the item and

(2) either responding verbally or nonverbally. Each child was given eight

scores corresponding to the percentage of verbal, nonverbal, work, and

nonwor;: responses on the (1) Verbal and (2) Performance Tests.

The BHRS was completed for all CAP and LEA children given the WPPSI.

Th:-. results for the FYHS and Non-HS groups are presented in Table 10.

Differences between FYHS and Non-HS children within the CAP and LEA-1

groups on the eight scores were statistically nonsignificant by t-tests.

On the Verbal Tests, CAP FYHS children did respond verbally to items

significantly more often than did LEA-1 children. That is, for the verbal

response, a t-test on the difference between the means of the two groups

yielded a t-value of 3.15 (p<01). On the Performance Tests, the CAP

children worked at items significantly more often than the LEA-1 children

(t=2.25, p<05).

Factors Affecting Test Performance

The Inventory of Factors Affecting Test Performance (FATP), a

rating scale of the child's test taking behavior, was filled out by the

examiner after administration of the WPPSI or WISC. The FATP consists

of ten factors which measure the child's generalized responses to the

test taking situation and his more specific responses to the examiner

and the test itself. On each factor, the child rated as either not

being adversely affected during the test, or, if affected, the degree to

which his performance was impaired.

The FATP was completed for IR and LEA-1 children only. The number

of FYHS and Non-HS children adversely and not adversely affected on each

factor is presented in Table 11. The Fisher Test was used to analyze

whether FYHS and Nor.-HS children were differentially affected by the

19
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Table 11. FATP Ratings for FYHS and Non-HS IR and LEA-1 Groups Not Adversely
Affected (N) and Adversely Pffected (A) by the Testing Situation.

Factors

IR

FYHS

01=441

NON-HS
(N=5)

LEA-1

FYHS
(N=16)

NON-HS
(N=12)

1 Gives the test N 29 1 10 8

attention required A 14 4 6 4

2 Realistic sense N 20 1 7 6

of competence A 23 4 9 6

3 Adequate response N 23 2 7 8

time A 20 3 9 4

4 Matter of fact about N 31 1 4 6

tasks or enjoys them A 12 4 12 6

5 Adequately persists N 26 1 7 8

in face of difficulty A 17 4 9 4

6 Reacts to failure N 31 4 9 7

realistically A 12 1 7
y
..,

7 Feels socially N 19 1 5 5

at ease A 24 4 11 7

8 Responds to normal N 23 3 9 8

encouragement A 20 2 7 4

9 Normal activity N 31 3 11 9

level A 12 2 5 3

10 Normal verbal N 17 2 5 8

expression A 26 3 11 4
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testing situation. Comparisons on each factor between the proportions of

FYHS and Non-HS LEA-1 children adversely affected indicated no differences

between the groups. In the comparison of FYHS and Non-HS IR children,

there were significant differences in the proportions of FYHS and Non-HS

children adversely affected ^n Factors 1 and 4. That is, proportionately

more Non-HS than FYHS children were easily distracted (p<004) and demon-

strated negative affect toward the tasks (p=.05). Fisher Test analysis

of differences between IR and LEA-1 FYHS children ndicated no differences

between the groups on nine of the ten factors. On Factor 4, the LEA-1

FYHS group was more adversely affected than the IR FYHS group (p(01).

Gumpgookies

The Gumpgookies, a test of achievement motivation, consisted of 55

items. The child's score is the number of items on which he demonstrated

achievemnt motivation. The test was administered to the seven FYHS and

Non-HS groups. The means and standard deviations for each group are

presented in Table 12. The differences in means both among FYHS groups

and within each of the agencies are minimal.

Table 12. Means and Standard Deviations of FYHS and Non-HS IR, CAP,
LEA-1, and LEA-2 Groups on Gumpgookies.

N

'14

4

25

22

16

12

20

X

48.20
50.50

42.60
42.64

44.94
47.75

43.75

S.D.

5.77

2.08

6.89
10.38

5.63

6.48

8.90

IR

CAP

LEA-1

LEA-2

FYHS
NON-HS

FYHS

NON HS

FYHS
NON-HS

FYHS

22
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Longitudinal Analysis

The intellectual functioning of the CAP and LEA FYHS children was

assessed at the beginning and end of their FYNS experience using the

Stanford-Binet. Thus, for these children it was possible to analyze

changes which might have occurred over the two year period of FYHS and

kindergarten The means ar.c1 standard deviations of the pre and post

Binet and Full Scale WPPSI IQ scores for the CAP, LEA-1, and LEA-2

children are presented in Table 13.

Analyses of variance on differences among the three groups on pre,

post, and follow-up mean IQ scores indicated there were no differences

among the groups on their pretest Binet IQ or follow-up WPPSI Full Scale

IQ scores. However there was a significant difference on the post test

Binet IQ stores of the three groups (Table 14). Newman-Keuls tests on

differences between all pairs of means revealed that the LEA-1 group

mean IQ of 102.88 was significantly higher than the CAP mean of 92.08

(p<05) and the LEA-2 mean of 88.06 (p<01).

For each of the three FYHS groups, changes in intellectual func-

tioning ever the pre, post, and follow-up testing times were analyzed

in a single factor, repeated measures analysis of variance (Winer, 1962).

These analyses revealed there were significant differences in intellectual

functioning over the testing times for CAP and LEA children (Table 15).

For each group, Newman-Keuls tests on differences betwcfen all pairs of

means indicated that there was (1) a significant decrease from posttest to

follow-up for the CAP group, and (2) a significant increase From pre- to

posttest and a significant decrease from posttest to follow-up for

LEA-1 children.

24
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Table 13. Means and Standard Deviations for FYHS CAP, LEA-1, and

LEA-2 Pre and Post Binet and Follow-Up Full Scale

WPPSI IQ Scores.

Pre
Binet .

Post

Binet

Follow-Up
WPPSI

Agency N X S.D. X S.D. X S.D

CAP 26 90.12 15.21 92.08 14.31 84.69 14.76

LEA-1 16 92.63 8.97 102.88 11.91 81.38 7.39

LEA-2 18 87.89 15.64 88.06 13.46 77.11 15.05

24



Table 14. Summary of
LEA-2 (1)
WPPSI IQ Scores.

Source of Variance

Analyses of Variance for FYHS CAP, LEA-1,
Pre Binet, (2) Post Binet, and (3) Full

(1) Pre Linet TQ Scores

and
Scale

.49

5.49

F

n.s.

o<.01

n.s.

Sum of Mean

d f Squares Square

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Source of Variance

2 190.00 95.00
57 11148.16 195.53

59 11338.16

(2) Post Binet IQ Scores

S:.:m of Mean

d f Squares Square

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Source of Variance

2 1988.71 994.36

57 10324.52 181.13

59 12313.24

(3) Full Scale WPPSI IQ Scores

Sum of Mean

d f Squares Square

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2 330.28 165.14
57 9773.64 171.47

59 10103.91

6
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Table 15. Sumroary of Analyses of Variance on Pre, Post, and Follow-Up
IQ Scores for (1) CAP, (2) LEA-1, and (3) LEA-2 Grouvs.

(11 CAP

Sum of Mean

Source of Variance d f Squares Square

Between Subjects 25 13372.89
Within Subjects 52 2687.33

Testing Times 2 351.87 175.94
3.77 p<.05

Residual 50 2335.46 46.71

(2) LEA-1

Sum of Mean
Source of Variance d f Squares Square

Between Subjects 15 3457.92
Within Subjects 32 5160.00

Testing Times 2 3280.67 1640.34

Residual 30 1879.33 6'4.64
26.19 p.c.01

(3) LEA-2

Sum of Mean
Source of Variance d f Squares Square F

Between Subjects 17 8097.33

Within Subjects 36 2478.67

Testing Times 2 420.33 210.1?
3.47 p.05

Residual 34 2058.34 60.54
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Using the Observation of Substantive Curricular Interactions (OSCI)

five sets of classroom observations were made during FYHS 1967-68 on the

four CAP, two LEA-1, and two LEA-2 classes. The OSCI describes each

classroom in terms of four factors. Factor 1 is made up of variables

related to cognitive inputs and learning activities in a relatively

unstructured environment. Factor 2 contains classroom variables empha-

sizing rules and routines and large group activities. Factor 3 is

described by variables r&ated to cognitive inputs and learning activi-

ties carried on in a structured environment. The variables of Factor 4

emphasize social interaction and child :ertered activities in an unstruc-

tured environment (Stern, 1970).

The four factor scores for each of the FYHS CAP and LEA classes

are presented in Table 15. It can be seen that, with the exception of

LEA-2 Class 2, all of the FYHS programs had in ccanon a child-centered,

unstructured emphasis. However, the two LEA-1 clesses differed markedly

from the CAP and LEA-2 classes in cognitive emphasis, both structured

and unstructured. That is, the CAP and LEA-2 classes had negative

Factor 1 and 3 scores, indicating an absence of cognitive inputs, while

the LEA-1 classes had relatively high positive Factor I and 3 scores,

indicating a high emphasis on cognitive inputs.

Discussion

Because the !!on-HS children were not randomly selected, from

those qualified for 1967-A8 FYHS, not to receive FYHS experience, there

is little assurance that these children even cane from the same population

as the FYHS children. Differ:'inces in sample characteristics of FYJS

and !ion -HS children within agencies would tend to support this conclusion.

27
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While studies designed to compare the relative abilities of Road

Start and Non-Head Start children require the random assignment of

childr2n to experimental and control conditions, the reality is that

no child can be denied a preschool experience due to purely design

considerations. In some instances design requirements have been met

due to practical considerations, such as when a greater number of

children are eligible for HS than a program is able to accommodate

(e.g., Sontag, Sella, A Thorndike, 1969; Herman and Adkins, 1970).

But even in cases where valid control groups are constituted prior

to intervention, contact between experimental and control groups may

result in the "contamination" of control children, a result which

causes serious problems for the experimental design but which ray

have great benefits for the control children (Klaus and Gray, 1968).

Thus, as with other studies of the impact of Head Start (e.g.,

Westinghouse Report, 1969), extreme caution must be exercised in

interpreting the present findings comparing FYHS and Non-HS children.

In general, the results of this study are consistent with others

comparing HS and Non-HS children (e.g., Grotberg, 1961;

McDill, A Spreh9, 1969). This investigation indicated that,

wit)in each agency, there was little difference between FYHS and

Non-HS children in intellectual functioning and achievement moti-

vation. The groups did not seem to be differentially affected by the

testing situation or demonstrate differing response styles to intel-

ligence test items. One exception to the above was the superior per-

formance of the Non-HS over the FYHS CAP children on the UPPSI. These

two groups also differed in ethnicity and educational level of parents,

with the NooTHS parents ,i.ving more schooling than the FYHS. These

29



differences in sample characteristics may help explain performance

differences.

Results of the OSCI analyses of the FYHS programs and follow-up

teachers' reports of what they considered their program foci and edu-

cational goals indicated that scores on intelligence tests made by

FYHS children were highly related to the types of FYHS and primary

school programs the child attended. The LEA-1 group, which made signi-

ficant gains in intellectual functioning over the HS year, was also

the same group which attended a FYHS program emphasizing the develop-

ment of cognitive abilities. The other FYHS groups attended child-

centered, unstructured programs, and they also failed to make gains in

intellectual functioning over the HS year. The importance of the

educational environment for the cognitive development of the child

is further underscored by the fact that the LEA-1 group which made

significant gains duri. FYHS did not retain those gains when they

subsequently attended a kindergarten class with a program which

placed virtually no emphasis on academic skills but rather focused

on social adjustment. Thus with the continued support of an educa-

tional program focusing on cognitive development these children might

have been ably to maintain the gains they had made the vevious year.

It has been argued by Kohlberg that. "certain cognitive-enrichment

progyAms should be timed later for culturally disadvantaged children

because of cognitive retardation, rather than attempting to provide

enrichment programs frx these children at Vie age in wnich more

advanced middle class children a)e presomed to be receiving parallel

stimulation" (1968, p. 1045). Evidence from the CAP FYHS group runs

counter to such a position. That Is, the CAP children attended a
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FYHS program which emphasized the social-emotional development of the

child, and they made no significant gain in cognitive functioning over

that period, as measured by pre- and posttest Binet scores. Their kinder-

garten experience was in a moderately academically oriented program and,

rather than maintaining their post FYHS level of intellectural function-

ing, their inte'lectual performance actually decreased over the follow-

up year. This evidence would seem to suggest the need for cognitive

stimulation during the preschool years.

To conclude from this study that FYHS has failed to affect lasting

changes in children or to give them a head start they right otherwise

not have without FYHS would be unjustified. Rather this study points

up the importance of carefully describing the different classroom environ-

ments and selecting appropriate comparison groups when evaluating the

long-range effects of Head Start programs.

32
31



References

Grotberg, E. H. Review of research 1965 to 1969. Research and Eval-
uation Office, Project Head Start, U. S. O'fice of Economic
Opportunity, June, 1969.

Hechinger, F. M. Dispute over value of Head Start. New York Times,
April 20, 1969

Herman, H. & Adkins, D. C. Hawaii Head Start evaluation follow-up --
1968-69. University of Hawaii Head Start Evaluation and
Research Center, January, 1970.

Jensen, A. R. How much can we boost IQ and scholastic achievement?
Harvard Educational Review, 1969, 39, 1-123.

Klaus, R. A. & Gray, S. W. The Early Training Project for disadvantaged
children: a report after five years. Monographs of the
Society for Research in Child Development, 1968, 33, (Serial
No. 120).

Kohlberg, L. Early edurition: a cognitive developmental view. Child

Development, 1968, 39, 1013-1O62.

McDill, E. L., McDill, M. S., & Sprehe, J. T. Strategies for success
in compensatory education: an appraisal of evaluation
research. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1969.

Sontag, M., Sella, A. P., & Thorndike, R. L. The effect of Head Start
training on the congitive growth of disadvantaged children.
Journal of Educational Research, 1969, 62, 387-389.

Stern, C. The Observation of Substantive Curricular Interactions: an
objective record of the content of the learning environment
in the early childhood classroom. Final Report, UCLA Head
Start Evaluation and Research Center, U. S. Office of
Economic Opportunity, Project No. 4117, 1970.

Westinghouse Report The impact of Head Start: an evaluation of the
effects of Head Start on Children's cognitive and affective
developmert. Report to the U. S. Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity by Westinghouse Learning Corporation and Ohio
University, June, 1969.

Winer, B. J. Statistical principles in experimental design. New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1962.

33
32


